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see these, also, incorporated in the text, when they are bold 
enough to publish another new edition. 

The following are a few of the proposed emendations set 
out in the foot-notes of the Roman Catholic Bible now in 
use ; and, to limit my remarks, I will take the New Tes- 
tament alone. 

It will be observed that, in most instances, the Romish 
version conveys no meaning, which is to be explained by 
the foot-notes which foot-note'', actually borrow, in most 
instances, the exact word*, and always the sense conveyed, 
by our authorized version. 

In the following arrangement I place the Roman Catho- 
lic version first, then the foot-note, and, lastly, the Autho- 
rized version. 

R. C. standing for the first, N. for the note to the Romish 
version, and P. for the Protestant or Authorized version. 

R.C. — Matt. vi. 11 — Give us this day our supersubstan- 
tial bread, 
iV. — In St. Luke the same word is rendered daily bread 
P. — Give us this day our daily bread. 

B.C. — Matt. x. 16 — Be ye, therefore, wise as serpents 
and simple as doves. 

N. — -That is, harmless, plain, &c. 

P- — Be ye, therefore, wise as serpents, and harmless as 
doves. 

B.C. — Matt. xi. 6— And blessed is he that shall not be 
• scandalized in me. 

N.— That is, who shall not take occasion of scandal or 
offence, &c. 

P. — And blessed is he whosoever shall not be offended 
in me. 

R.C. — Matt. xx. 15 — Or is it not lawful for me to do 
what I will. 

JV". — "Viz., with my own. 

P. — Is it not lawful for me to do what I will with mine 
WW * 

B.C. — Mutt. xxvi. 17— And on the first day of the 
Aiymes : and, also, Mark xiv. 1, and Acts xii. 3. 
N. — Feast of the unleavened bread. 
P. — Now, the first day of the feast of unleavened bread, 

R, C. — Luke xxiii. 54 — And it was the day of the pa- 
raseeve, and the Sabbath drew near ; and see John xix. 14. 

N. — That is, the eve, or day of preparation for the 

Sabbath. 

P. — And that day was the preparation, and the Sabbath 
drew near. 

R.C — John iii. 18 — He that believeth in him is not 
judged. 

A. — That is, is not condemned. 

P. — He that believeth in him is not condemned. 

R.C. — John iii. 10— And this is the judgment. 
jV. — That is. the cause of condemnation. 
p. — And this is the condemnation. 

R.C. — John xiv. 16 — And he shall give you another 
Paraclete. 

iV. — That is, a comforter. 

P. — He shall give you another comforter. 

R. C. — Acts ii. 24 — Whom God hath raised up, having 
loosed the sorrows of hell. 

JST. — Having overcome the grievous pains of death. 

P. — Whom God hath raised up, having loosed the pains 
of death. 

R.C. — Acts xvi. 16— A certain girl possessed with a 
pythonical spirit. 

A. — That is, a spirit pretending to divine and tell for- 
tunes. 

P. — A certain damsel possessed with a spirit of divina- 
tion, 

R.C— Romans vii. 1 — As long as it liveth. 
;V. — As long as he liveth. 
P.— As long as he liveth. 

R.C. — Rom. viii. 38 — Tor I am sure. 
N. — That is, I am persuaded. 
P.— For I am persuaded. 

R.C. — 1 Cor. ix. 16— For if I preach the Gospel it is 
no glory. 

\. — That is, / have nothing to glory of. 

P. — For though I preach the Gospel, 1 have nothing to 
glory of. 

R.C. — 1 Cor. x. 13 — Let no temptation take hold on 
you but such as is human. 

A T . — Or, no temptation hath taken hold of you, or come 
upon us yet, but what is human, or incident to man. 

P.— There hath no temptation taken you but such as is 
common to man. 

R.C. —I Cor. xiv. 12 — So yon also, for as much as you 
are zealous of spirits. 

N. — Of spiritual gifts. 

P. — Even so ye, forasmuch as ye are zealous of spiritual 
gifts. 

/J.C.— 11 Cor. viii. 2 — And their very deep poverty 
hath abounded unto the riches of their simplicity, 
ff. — That if, sincere bounty and charity. 
P.— Unto the riches of their liberality. 



R.C. — Gal. iii. 24 — The Law was owe pedagogue. 

N. — i.e., schoolmaster. 

P. — The Law was our schoolmaster. 

R.C. — Ephe. i. 14 — For the redemption of acquisition. 

N. — i.e., a purchased possession. 

P. — Until the redemption of the purchased possession. 

R.C. — Ephe. iii. 15 — Of whom all paternity in heaven 
and earth is named. 
N. — Or the whole family. 
P. — Of whom the whole family, Ire. 

R.C. — Phil. ii. 7— But debased himself. 
N. — Made himself as of no account. 
P. — But made himself of no reputation. 

R.C. — 2 Thess. ii. 3 — For unless there came a revolt. 

N. — A revolt or falling off. 

P. — Except there come A falling away. 

R.C— 2 Thess. iii. 1— That the Word of God may 
run. 

JV. — That is, have free course. 

P. — That the Word of the Lord may have free course. 

II. C. — 2 Tim. i. 10 — But now is made manifest by the 
illumination of our Saviour Jesus Christ. 

N. — That is, by the bright coming and appearing of our 
Saviour. 

P. — By the appearing, &c. 

R. C, — Heb. i. 3 — Who being the splendour of his glory 
and the figure of his substance. 
N. — That is, the express image. 
P. — And the express image of his person. 

R.C. — Heb. ii. 16 — For nowhere doth he take hold of 
the angels. 

N. — That is, he never took upon him thenature of angels. 
P. — He took not on him the nature of angels. 

R.C. — Heb. vi. 1 — Wherefore learning the Word of the 
beginning of Christ. 
N. — The first rudiments of the Christian doctrine. 
P. — Therefore, learning the principles of the doctrine of 

Christ. 

R.C-— Heb. viii. 2 — A Minister of the Holies. 

N. — That is, the sanctuary. 

P. — A Minister of the sanctuary. 

R. C. — Heb. viii. 13 — Now, in saying a new, he hath 
made the former old. 

JV. — A new, supply, covenant. 

P. — A new covenant he hath made the first old. 

R.C. — Heb. xi. 8 — By faith, he that is called Abraham. 
N. — He that is called Abraham, or Abraham being 
called. 

P. — By faith, Abraham, when he was called. 

R.C. — Heb. xi. 19 — From whence also he received him 
for a parable. 

N. — That is, as a figure of Christ. 

P. — From whence also he received him in a figure. 

| R.C. — James i. 18 — For of his own will hath he l«got- 
ten us by the word of truth, that we might be some begin- 
ning of his creatures. 

! N. — Some beginning — that is, a kind of first fruits of his 

I creatures. 

P. — That we should be a kind of first fruits of his crea- 

i tures. 

I R.C. — 2 Peter ii. 1. Who' shall bring in sects of per- 

1 ditiou. 

i A r . — Sects of perdition — that is heresies destructive of 

! salvation. 

I P. — Who privily shall bring in damnable heresies. 

R.C. — 2 Peter ii. 11 — Whereas angels, though they 
are greater in strength and power, 6ear not an execrable 
judgment against them. 

iV. — That is, they use no railing, nor cursing sentence. 

P. — Bear not railing accusation against them. 

R.C. — I John iii., 4 — Whosoever eommitteth sin, com- 
mitteth also iniquity. 

N. — Iniquity, transgression of the law. 

P. — Whosoever eommitteth sin transgresseth the law. 

R. C. — 3 John 4 — I have no greater grace than this. 
A.-'-That is, nothing that gives me greater joy. 
P. — I have no greater joy, &c. 

R.C. — Jude vi. — And the angels who kept not their 
principality. 

N. — Principality ; that is, the state in which they were 
first created. 

P. — And the angels which kept not their first estate. 

R.C. — Jude viii. — And blaspheme majesty. 
N. — Speak evil of them that are in dignity. 
P. — And speak evil of dignities. 

R.C. — Jude ix. — The Lord command thee. 

N. — Or rebuke thee. 

P. — The Lord rebuke thee. 

Such, then, are some of the proposed emendations bor- 
rowed from onr Authorised version, the so-called " Devil's 
Book" I 

Allow me to add one more remark. 



Mr. Ward, in his " Errata," you inform us, " complains 
loudly of the heresy of the Protestant Bible, in translating 
theGreekword mtXnaia, congregation instead of Church," 
you might have added to your well directed arguments that 
the same word is rendered " society" in their own transla- 
tion in Acts ii., 47. Roman Catholics can know a very 
little of their own Bible, otherwise they would not make 
such blunders, when they undertake to censure Protestants. 
I am, Sir, 

Your most < ! <Iient servant, 

C. H. CoiXETTE. 

THE PASSOVER AND THE EUCHARIST. 
The doctrine of the Eucharist forms such a prominent sub- 
ject of controversy between the Churches of Rome and 
England, that, although it has been frequently discussed in 
our pages, yet we deem it needless to make any apology 
for bringing it again under the notice of our readers. The 
point which we are now about to discuss is one which is 
not generally adverted to, and Roman Catholic divines espe- 
cially have, for the most part, omitted all mention of it. 
We hope, nevertheless, to show that it is not undeserving 
the careful consideration of all who value Scripture truth, 
and are anxious to learn all that the Bible makes known 
to us upon this important subject. 

The Council of Trent, as most of our readers are aware, 
delivered the doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church, re- 
specting the Eucharist, in eleven canons,which were passed 
in the thirteenth session of the Council. The first of these 
canons is as follows : — 

" Whosoever shall deny that in the most holy sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist, there are truly, really, and sub- 
stantially contained the body and the blood of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, together with his soul and divinity, and, 
consequently, Christ entire; but shall affirm that he is 
present therein only in a sign or fignre, let him be 
accursed." 

Again, the third canon of the 22nd session of the 
same council, respecting the sacrifice of the mass, runs 
as follows : — 

" If any one shall say that the mass is only a service of 
praise and thanksgiving, or a bare commemoration of the 
sacrifice made on the cross, and not a true propitiatory 
offering ; or that it only benefits him who receives it, and 
ought not to be offered for the living and the dead, for 
sins, punishments, satisfactions, and other necessities, let 
him be accursed." 

From these canons, it is abundantly clear that the 
Church of Rome holds that the wine in the Eucharist is 
changed into the real, actual blood of our Blessed Lord ; 
and that, in the sacrament, this blood is offered up to God 
as a real propitiatory sacrifice, to make atonement for the 
sins of the living and the dead. 

The Church of Rome declares further, in the second 

canon of the 22nd session of the same council, that our 

Lord, by the words — " Do this for a commemoration of 

me," appointed his apostles priests, to offer his body and 

blood. And we learn from the Acts of the Apostles that, 

shortly after our Lord's ascension, it was the custom of the 

! Apostles, with the other converted Jews, to "break bread 

'] from house to house" daily — that is, to observe a daily 

'[ celebration of this sacrament. 

| The question, then, naturally arises, did the Apostles 
! and the Jewish converts really believe that the wine of 
which they p:irtook in the Eucharist was really and actu- 
ally the blood of our Blessed Lord ? If they did, the con- 
troversy is, of course, settled; for, in a doctrine of such im- 
I portance, all true Christians are bound to follow the in- 
! spired teachers whom Christ appointed to establish his 
Church in the world. 

But diil the apostles believe this? The Council of Trent 
i must have supposed that they did ; for if St. Peter and the 
I other apostles believed that, in the Eucharist, they partook 
of « iue and not of blood, the venerable Fathers who com- 
posed the couucil would scarcely have been so uncharita- 
ble as to utter a sweeping anathema against them. This is 
the point, however, on which we beg leave to entertain 
very serious doubts, aud our reasons for doing so are as 
follows : — 
| One of the laws given by God to the Israelites in the 
i wilderness, is contained in the following passage of Levi - 
j ticus(Lev. xvii. 10, 11, 12, Douay version) : — 
I "If any man whosoever of the house of Israel, and of 
i the strangers that sojourn among thcm,'eai bhod, I will 
1 set my face against his soul, and wilt cut him off' from 
1 among" his people. Because the life of the flesh is in the 
blood, and I have given it to you, that you may make 
I atonement with it upon the altar for your souls, and the 
• blood may be for an expiation of the soul. Therefore, I 
have said to the children of Israel, no soul of you, nor of 
the strangers that sojourn among you, shall eat blood." 

This injunction is given in such solemn words, and 
fenced in by such appalling sanctions, that it is scarcely 
possible to conceive a religious Israelite wilfully violating 
it. Not only were the whole people, Jews as well as Gen- 
tile proselvtes, forbidden to eat blood, but the reason is ex- 
pressly added by the Divine lawgiver — " Because it is the 
blood that maketh an atonement for the soul." It was the 
very fact of the mysterious but necessary connection be- 
tween the shedding of blood and the remission of sins, 
which is assigned as the reason for this law. All use of 
blood was forbidden, but more especially were the Jews 
prohibited from eating blood which, was offered up upon 
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the altar, to make an atonement for the souls of the peo- 
ple. The blood of atonement was consecrated by the spe- 
cial command of God, to the one solemn office of making 
reconciliation between God and man, and the Almighty 
saw fit, in consequence, to prohibit the Israelites, under the 
most solemn sanctions, from eating any manner of blood 
(dVkj). 

It is scarcely possible to conceive that the Apostles, who 
must have frequently heard this law read to them in the 
ordinary services of the Synagogue, must not have been 
struck by the contradiction between it and the words used 
by our Lord in the institution of the Eucharist, when 
taken in their bare, literal'imports. We read hi St. Mat- 
thew's Gospel (xxvi. 27) that, " taking the chalice, he 
gave thanks and gave to them saying, drink ye all of this, 
for this is my blood of the New Testament which is shed 
(iKxvvoiitvov) for many, unto remission of sins." Let us 
suppose that the doctrine of transubstantiation is true, and 
that the apostles actually believed that the wine in the cup 
which was given to them by their Divine Master was really 
and truly his blood, identical in substance with the blood 
which then ran in his veins, must njt Christ's command 
to them to drink this blood have appeared absolutely con- 
tradictory to the Mosaic law — a law, be it remembered, 
which, as our Lord himself informs the Jews, he came 
" not to destroy but to fulfil" — Matt. v. 17. That law, as 
we have seen declared — " I will set my face against the 
man that eateth blood, and will cut him off from among 
his people, for it is the blood that maketh an atonement for 
the soul." Our Blessed Lord said to his apostles, when 
giving them the cup — " Drink ye all of this ; for this is 
m ilood which is shed for many for the remission of sins." 
The very same reason is assigned for the prohibition of 
blood in the Old Testament, and for the use of the Eucha- 
ristic cup in the New — namely, the connection between 
blood and the remission of sins. If the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation be true — if the actual, corporeal blood of 
Christ is drank in the Lord's Supper — it seems plain that 
the very same action — namely, the use of blood — is, at one 
time, forbidden by God, and at another time commanded, 
and that the same identical reason is stated both for the 
prohibition and the commandment. This would be thought 
strange conduct in any human legislator — how much more so 
inhim "with whom there'is no variableness, neithershadow 
of turning" — Jam. i. 17. Who is " the same yesterday, 
to-day and for ever" — Heb. xiii. 8. .And further, is it rea- 
sonable to suppose that if the Eucharistic cup really and 
actually contained blood, and if the apostles believed 
that it contained it, they would have all drank it, in ex- 
press defiance of one of the plainest and most solemn pro- 
hibitions of the Mosaic law 1 

The evangelists, however, do not seem to have been at 
all aware that there was any difficulty in the case. When 
our Lord, after using the words we have cited above, gave 
the cup to them, we do not find that they made the slight- 
est objection or remonstrance. St. Mark simply states, 
" they all drank of it," and adds no further comment. Now 
this unhesitating compliance of the apostles with a com- 
mand which sounded like a plain violation of the Mosaic 
law, seems explicable only in one or other of two ways, 
either the apostles did not believe that the cup really con- 
tained the actual, corporeal blood of Christ— in which case, 
of course, they might freely partake of it without any vio- 
lation of the law — or, if they believed that the miracle of 
transubstantiation had really taken place, and that the 
wine was physically converted into the blood of Christ, 
they may have conceived, nevertheless, that they might 
drink of it without sin, because they had our Lord's express 
authority and command. Let us inquire into the probabi- 
lity of this latter view of the case. ■ 

We have before cited the remarkable words in which 
our Lord expressly disclaimed the intention of annulling or 
setting aside the Mosaic law.' "Do not think," said he, 
" that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets. I 
am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say 
unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle 
shall not pass of the law till all be fulfilled"— Matt, v., 17, 
18. From these words we may judge how very improba- 
ble it was that Christ would dispense with one of the weigh- 
tiest commands of that law, by enjoining his apostles to 
partake of blood— blood shed for the remission of sins — and, 
therefore, expressly prohibited for that very reason by God 
himself. But granting, for the sake of argument, that our 
Lord did give this command, the difficulty still remains, 
that all the Apostles, who had such intense reverence for 
the Mosaic law, seem to have complied with this open vio- 
lation of the law, without the least word of remark or in- 
quiry. St. Peter, who was forward enough with his 
remonstrances on other occasions, is now as silent as his 
companions. Did he believe that the law might be safely 
disregarded in virtue of Christ's command ? No ; for his 
conduct, on a later occasion, remarkably proves his deep 
unwillingness to break through one of the common pre- 
cepts of the ceremonial law, even when ordered to do so by 
the voice of God himself. The occurrence to which we 
refer is related, at length, in the 10th chapter of the Acts. 
St. Peter, we are told, saw, in a vision, a sheet let down 
from heaven, wherein were beasts of various kinds ; and 
there came a voice to him — " Rise, Peter, kill and- eat." 
But Peter said—" Not so, Lord, for I have never eaten 
anything that is common or unclean." Thrice, we are 
told, the vision was repeated— thrice the Divine command 
came to him, and thrice he refused to comply with what 



seemed to him a violation of the law — a law, which, he 
asserts that he had never broken, by eating anything that 
was common or unclean. 

Our readers may now judge for themselves in what light 
St. Peter and me other Apostles must have viewed our 
Lord's words, used at the institution of the eucharist. If 
they believed him to assert that the cup actually contained 
his own real, corporeal, physical blood, and that this was 
what he drank himself, and commanded them to drink like- 
wise, then we do not hesitate to assert that their silent 
and unresisting compliance appears not only unaccountable 
in itself, but is contradicted by the recorded behaviour of 
one of the chief of the Apostles, under circumstances of a 
much simpler kind — where the command came directly 
from God, and involved a much more trifling infringement 
of the Mosaic law. 

If, on the other hand, the disciples interpreted our Lord's 
words in accordance with the well-known custom of the 
paschal feast, which they had just celebrated, then the whole 
narrative becomes plain and easy. In that feast, we are 
told, the Jews, while partaking of the unleavened bread, 
which they were commanded to eat, used to say the follow- 
ing words — "This is the bread of affliction (smyn KjinS 
Nn) which our fathers ate in the land of Egypt."* 
Of course they did not think it was the selfsame bread which 
their fathers ate in Egypt, but it resembled it, and was a re- 
presentation of it. So, in like manner, when our Lord 
used the words, " this is my blood of the New Testament," 
the Apostles might naturally conclude him to mean, that 
the wine in the cup was a symbol or representation of his 
blood — an interpretation which would be confirmed by the 
fact that, in the very same sentence, after consecration, he 
called it " the fruit of the vine." Compare Matt, xxvi., 
26, 28, 29.) If so, his command to them to drink it 
would plainly involve ifo violation of the Mosaic law and 
would naturally call forth no remark or remonstrance from 
them. The whole narrative becomes plain and consistent ; 
no fundamental precept of the law is violated, and the Old 
and New Testaments are in perfect harmony. If, however, 
the dogma of transubstantiation be true, then the whole be- 
comes nearly inexplicable. Our, Lord, without one word of 
explanation, gives a command to his Apostles to violate the 
law forbidding the use of blood, a law which was first given 
to Noah (Gen. ix. 4), which was re-enacted by Moses 
(Lev. xvii. 10), and, what is stranger still, was afterwards 
prescribed by these same Apostles to all the Gentile con- 
verts (Acts xv. 29) ! The Apostles immediately, without 
one word of remonstrance, comply with this command, and 
perform an action which was forbidden under the most awful 
penalty in the law of Moses ; and yet, at a laterperiod, one 
of these very Apostles refuses to break thi3 law in a much 
smaller matter, even in obedience to God's express desire. 
We do not say that it is impossible that all this can be true : 
but we certainly do affirm that the above considerations ap- 
pear to us to add greatly to the other difficulties which are 
involved in the belief of transubstantiation. 



DIALOGUE ON THE CONSTRAINED CELIBACY 
OF THE CHURCH OF ROME. 



Eustachio. — You have asserted very freely that the law 
of celibacy, imposed upon our clergy by the Church, is a 
new law : you have said, moreover, that it was your inten- 
tion to bring forth more ample proofs of this than those 
which you have already adduced. I release you from this 
trouble, however, since, if you will listen to what I am 
about to say, you will be convinced that it is impossible to 
introduce into the Church of Rome new doctrines or new 
laws. If any one should attempt to introduce any novelty 
into a church, which sets up to be the chief, as well as the 
most ancient, and to have descended by a lawful chain of 
successors from Jesus Christ himself, all Christendom would 
be grieved at it ; all her doctors would strongly oppose it 
(at least all those who were not the inventors of the 
novelty) ; it would be resisted by councils, and the learned 
would immediately take pen in hand, to write against the 
innovator. Now, if the law against the marriage of the 
clergy is new, as you maintain, in what manner was it 
established in the Church? Why have the priests, the 
friars, the nuns, and, and, in fact, all the ecclesiastical 
orders accepted it ? Why have not the councils maintained 
the primitive practice, supporting it, as they ought to have 
done, by strong arguments ? 

Salviano. — There are manythings, my dearfriend,|which, 
in spite of bishops, princes, councils, and all who have 
opposed them, have been, nevertheless, established in the 
Church of Rome. Truly many learned persons have op- 
posed the new law of celibacy, as well as various councils, 
some sovereigns, and many subjects of the first rank, both 
ecclesiastics and secular persons. I mightpjesent you with 
a host of writers who, from age to age, have loudlv ex- 
claimed against the new law, and have stoutly contended 
for the liberty granted them by Christ. In fact, Isidore, 
William Durandus, Alderigo Bishop of Agusta, bearing 
the title of saint, as well as the whole of the Greek Church, 
manfully opposed all who tried to deprive them of it. This 
latter Church would never consent to be subject to the 
Roman Church. Thence it is that the Greek ecclesiastics 
contract marriage, according to the law of Justinian, of 
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the year 530— (In autent. de sanctiss. coll. 9). Cardinal 
Bellarmine writes to, this effect — "The Roman Church 
does not approve of it, believing it to be an abuse. She 
grants it, however, to the Greeks, with whom peace would 
easily be made if they held no other error." We are fully 
convinced of this. It is a small thing, in fact, whether the 
Greek clergy marry or not ; Rome would easily make peace 
with them, provided they did not impugn the authority and 
the supremacy of the Roman Pontiff. The Greek Church 
directs this question to the Latin Church — "Who gave you 
authority to forbid the marriage of the clergy ?" Why does 
not Rome answer her ? Why does she not justify herself? 
Let the Latin Church answer for once, but let her bring 
forth convincing arguments in reply. Who gave her au- 
thority to forbid things granted by God — to forbid marriage 
to ecclesiastics, whilst it has been granted to them from 
heaven ? 

Eustachio — I cannot deny that your arguments arc very 
weighty, 'nor do I know how the Church of Rome can an- 
swer them. He who does not see the truth of these reasons 
is blind ; ho who docs not yield to their force is obstinate 
indeed. We must either admit that men are wiser than 
God, or we must pronounce them rash, when they enact 
laws in opposition to his. To say that a man can make 
ordinances contrary to the ordinances of God — to say that 
the Pope, who is but a man, can make and unmake the 
Divine law — to call vice virtue, and virtue vice— these are 
abominable axioms, but such wares are not worth much in 
our days. 

Salviano.— The law of celibacy, impugned by us, was 
promulgated and observed in the diocese of Rome many 
ages before it was enforced in many other dioceses. Men- 
tion is made of a letter of Pope Siricius to Imerius, by 
which he forbids marriage to the clergy, saying—" They 
who live in the flesh cannot please God" (In Tomo 1 
Concil., p. 74) ; as if living in the state of matrimony was 
the same thing as living in the flesh ; as if the most glorious 
saints of the Old and New Testament had been displeasing 
to God. It is true, however, that many learned men con- 
sider this letter to be a forgery. Another Pope— viz., 
Innocent the Second — puts marriage in the list of. 
uncleannesses — Canone decernimus, distinct 28. And St. 
Gregory, the first Pope of this name, desired that he who 
suffered from the stings of the flesh, to the danger of his 
eternal salvation, should haverecourse to marriage. — (Con- 
jugii portum petant., Do Cura Past., part 3., cap. 30). 
Six thousand heads of young infants, that were taken out 
of a fish-pond, having been brought to this saint, ho was 
horrified at the sight, and acknowledged that the forbidding 
of marriage to the clergy was the cause of such barbarous 
butchery. Then sighing, he exclamcd — " Oh, it is better 
to marry than to burn." " It is better to marry than to 
give occasion to such black crimes." — (Vide Balcei. Act. 
Pont. Rom., p. 46. Francof, 1567). This fact, so 
lamentable, was also related, by St. Ulrick, to Pope 
Nicholas.— (In Catol.Tcst. Vcr., lib. 9). These things hap- 
pened exactly at that time in which the Popes were trying 
to bind the prohibition of marriage upon other Churches ; 
and those who were of this party pretended that they had 
St. Gregory on their side, but St. Ulrick proves lhe con- 
trary, asserting plainly that St. Gregory did not belong to 
their sect — " I smile," said he, " at their rashness, and I 
weep for their ignorance." 

Eustachio. — In truth I do not know how they were able r 
in process of time, to enforce that law. Pray tell me by 
what means they obliged Christendom to yield to it. I 
know that the Bishop of Tarragona, in writing from Spain 
to Siricius, Bishop of Rome, acquainted him with the re- 
sistance of the bishops there against the law of celibacy. 

Salviano. — That resistance was still stronger in England 
and in Germany. I would never come to an end if I were 
to tell you of all the tricks by which the Bishops of Rome 
tried to force celibacy upon the clergy on the other side of 
the Alps, and of all the difficulties which they met with 
in the attempt ; what," in fact, was left undone in the eighth 
century to iuduce the English clergy to abstain from mar- 
riage, and to oblige those who had already married to 
separate from their wives. How many miracles were in- 
vented ; how many deceptions were used to make this holy 
state odious, and to render the married clergy hateful to 
the people. Amongst other things a paper was produced, 
upon which were drawn out twelve articles against the 
marriageof the clergy ; and in order that these articles should 
have greater authority, it was declared that this paper had 
been brought there by the Angel Gabriel. Images were 
even made to speak. In the year 975 those ministers who 
would not separate from their wives being deposed, and some 
time after being about to be re-established in their parishes 
by a majority of votes, a voice was heard to cry out— 
" The opinion of those who are in favour of the priests 
is not sound." As the people were given to under- 
stand that this voice had proceeded from an image which 
was set up there, the poor priests lost their cause, and were 
driven out of the Church in consequence, by King Canute, 
and were afterwards expelled from the College of Oxford, 
by King Edward. These things happened, as Polydore 
Virgil relates, about the year 1020 — Lib. 6, Hist. Angl. 
In the year 1097, William gave leave anew to the clergy 
to marry, which King Henry also did about the year 
1120. The Archbishop of Canterbury, however, opposed 
King William, and in a synod, held at London, in the year 
1102, forced celibacy on the clergy. But a short time 
afterwards an abominable vice, which we dare not 



